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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the following communications: original application filed on 
December 16, 1999 and Information Disclosure Statements filed on August 30, 2001 and 
October 1,2001. 

2. Claims 1-43 are pending. Claims 1,16, 25, 27, 28, 33, and 39 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. With respect to the rejection of each dependent claim below, the preceding rejection(s) of 
the relevant base claim(s) is incorporated therein. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 5, 9, 12, 13, 15-17, 21, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Number 5,136,655 to Bronson, issued August 4, 1992. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Bronson teaches receiving a search request including 
search criteria and determining a temporal location in a streaming media presentation that 
matches the search criteria. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-29: "In the simplest application, data from 
the data index 34 may be searched by the user to determine when a particular word or phrase 
occurs in the audio-video data stored on the media 12.") 
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Further, Bronson teaches returning a temporal indication to a source of the request 
inasmuch as the user taught by Bronson is a source of the request and inherent in allowing the 
user to determine when a word occurs in an audio-video datastream is that the temporal 
indication, Le., when the word occurs, is returned to the user. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 29-33: 
"Using available word searching software to operate the microcomputer 30, the user may simply 
determine, for example, when, or even if, during a stored lecture on desktop publishing the word 
"pixel" is used.") 

Regarding dependent claim 3, Bronson teaches checking, for each of a plurality of 
individual media streams, whether the data of the media streams matches the search criteria 
inasmuch as Bronson teaches checking audio data for user-specified words as discussed above 
regarding claim 1 and also teaches checking video data for certain patterns. (Bronson, col. 4, 
lines 6-9.) 

Regarding dependent claim 5, it is first noted that the limitation "presentation time" 
would given rise to a rejection this claim under 35 U.S.C § 1 12 as vague and indefinite (i.e., it 
could mean either the time it takes to present a media stream or the time at which a media stream 
is to be presented) were it not for the fact that the specification clearly defines "presentation 
time" as the time "when the [streamed data] value should actually be rendered" on the user's 
computer. (Specification, page 8, lines 24 - page 9, line 1 .) 

Further, Bronson teaches the temporal location comprising the time when the streaming 
media data should be rendered inasmuch as Bronson teaches the temporal location comprising 
when a word occurs in an audio-video stream, Le. f when that word should be rendered in the 
audio-video presentation. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-33.) 
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Regarding dependent claim 9, Bronson teaches the returning displaying an indication to 
the user inasmuch as Bronson teaches the user determining when a word or phrase occurs in 
stored media (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-33), which determining would not have been possible 
unless an indication was displayed to the user. 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Bronson teaches accessing an index corresponding to an 
individual media data stream of the media presentation inasmuch as Bronson teaches an index 
for word data to be located in an audio stream. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 10-14.) 

Further, Bronson teaches checking whether the search criteria matches data in the index. 
(Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-29.) 

Further, Bronson teaches identifying a presentation time of the media presentation at 
which the search criteria are satisfied inasmuch as Bronson teaches identifying when in the 
presentation the search criteria are satisfied. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-33.) 

Regarding dependent claim 13, Bronson teaches that the search criteria comprises user- 
specified criteria inasmuch as Bronson teaches that the search criteria comprise words input by 
the user. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-29.) 

Regarding dependent claim 15, Bronson teaches one or more computer-readable 
memories containing a computer program executable by a processor to perform the recited 
method. (Bronson, Fig. 1; col. 2, lines 25-30.) 

Regarding independent claim 16, Bronson teaches a memory device to store a plurality 
of data streams corresponding to a streaming multimedia presentation inasmuch as Bronson 
teaches a playback deck. (Bronson, Fig. 1, reference no. 14; col. 2, lines 41-49.) 
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Further, Bronson teaches a search engine receiving a search request corresponding to the 
multimedia presentation and determining whether any of the multimedia data streams satisfy 
search criteria corresponding to the search request. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-29.) 

Further, Bronson teaches returning an indication of whether any of the multimedia data 
streams satisfy the search criteria. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 29-33.) 

Regarding dependent claim 17, Bronson teaches the memory device comprising a 
random access memory inasmuch as Bronson teaches a microcomputer that inherently would 
have comprised a RAM. (Bronson, col. 2, lines 36-44.) 

Regarding dependent claim 21, Bronson teaches determining whether any of the 
multimedia data streams satisfy the search criteria by comparing, for each of the multimedia data 
streams, the search criteria to index data for the multimedia data stream inasmuch as Bronson 
teach comparing word data to an index and searching an audio stream (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26- 
29) and also teaches indexing and searching patterns in a video stream. (Bronson, col. 4, lines 6- 
90 

Regarding dependent claim 24, Bronson teaches a data saving component to receive the 
multimedia data streams from a multimedia server and store the multimedia data streams in the 
memory device. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 53-54: "The appropriate portion of the stored lecture 

may then be viewed by the user or separately stored or recorded ") 

6. Claims 25, 27, 33, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) and (e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 5,956,716 to Kenner et al, issued September 21, 1999, filed June 7, 
1996, cited in the Information Disclosure Statement filed on August 30, 2001. 
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Regarding independent claim 25, Kenner et al. teach a client computer coupled to a 
network to receive streaming data from the network. (Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 22-34.) 

Further, Kenner et al. teach a multimedia server coupled to the network, to stream the 
streaming data to the client computer, the multimedia server including one or more index files 
corresponding to the streaming data and a search engine to check whether data in the index files 
matches search criteria received from the client computer. (Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 35-38: 
"The system also includes a PIM 64 and one or more extended SRUs 66. In a preferred 
embodiment, the PIM 64 includes a modified Web server 68 and a database management module 
69.") 

Regarding independent claim 27, Kenner et al. teach a client computer coupled to a 
network to receive streaming data from the network. (Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 22-34.) 

Further, Kenner et al. teach a multimedia server coupled to the network, to stream the 
streaming data to the client computer, and an index server storing index files corresponding to 
the streaming data to check whether data in the index files matches search criteria of the search 
request based at least in part on the contents of the index files. (Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 35- 
38: "The system also includes a PIM 64 and one or more extended SRUs 66. In a preferred 
embodiment, the PIM 64 includes a modified Web server 68 and a database management module 
69.") 

Regarding independent claim 33, Kenner et al. teach receiving a plurality of media 
streams as streaming data from a multimedia server. (Kenner et al., col. 18, lines 51-53.) 
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Further, Kenner et al. teach storing the plurality of media streams locally inasmuch as 
they teach locating requested video clips and downloading them to a user's terminal (Kenner et 
al., col 7, lines 25-30), which could be a client computer, (Kenner et al., col. 8, lines 14-16.) 

Further, Kenner et al. teach generating markup document describing how the plurality of 
media streams are to be presented and referencing the locally stored plurality of media streams 
inasmuch as Kenner et al. teach displaying to the user a list of available videos (Kenner et al., 
col. 18, lines 44-45), and further teach that the list may be in HTML. (Kenner et al., col. 20, 
lines 22-23; col 21, lines 23-25; col. 23, lines 32-33.) 

Regarding dependent claim 38, Kenner et al. teach one or more computer readable 
memories containing a computer program that is executable by a processor to perform the 
method recited in claim 33. (Kenner et al, Fig. 4.) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 2, 4, 10, 11, 14, 18-20, 28, and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bronson in view of Kenner et al. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Bronson does not explicitly teach saving a media data 
stream locally at a client computer if data in the media presentation matches the search criteria 
and otherwise not saving the media data stream locally. However, Kenner et al. teach locating 
requested video clips and downloading them to a user's terminal (Kenner et al., col. 7, lines 25- 
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30), which could be a client computer, (Kenner et al., col. 8, lines 14-16.) Inherent in the 
disclosure of Kenner et al. is that data that is not requested is not saved to the client computer. 
Moreover, Kenner et al. would have provided motivation to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
implement this step inasmuch as they teach the need to avoid delays in transmitting and viewing 
streaming video data. (Kenner et al., col. 2, lines 23-42.) Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the limitations recited in claim 2. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Bronson does not teach comparing data of media streams 
corresponding to a plurality of different media presentations to the search criteria. However, 
Kenner et al. teach allowing users to request video clips from World Wide Web Sites which 
inherently would have required applying the search criteria to a plurality of different media 
presentations. (Kenner et al., col. 5, lines 39-41.) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that allowing users to search a plurality of presentation on the World 
Wide Web would have the benefit of making available to users a rich set of multimedia content. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to compare data of 
media streams corresponding to a plurality of different media presentations to the search criteria. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Bronson does not teach receiving the request from a 
client via a network. However, Kenner et al. teach receiving the request from a client over the 
World Wide Web as noted above regarding claim 4. Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that receiving the request over the Web would have allowed more users 
to access potentially useful and interesting multimedia data. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to receive the request from a client via a network. 
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Regarding dependent claim 11, Bronson teaches the use of indices (Bronson, col. 3, 
lines 13-14), but does not teach receiving the request at an index server from a media server via a 
network. However, Kenner et al. teach an index manager connected to a network for receiving 
requests. (Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 35-40, Fig. 4.) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to have the index server receive requests from a media server via the 
World Wide Web for the reasons given above with respect to claim 10. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to receive the request at an index server from a 
media server via a network. 

Regarding dependent claim 14, Bronson does not teach sending the indication from an 
index server to a media server that is the source of at least part of the media presentation. 
However, Kenner et al. teach sending an indication from an index manager to a web server 
functioning as a media server. (Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 35-40, Fig. 4.) Moreover, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the index server would have had the 
necessary information to cause the media server to play the portion of the media presentation 
desired by the user. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
send the indication from an index server to a media server that is the source of at least part of the 
media presentation. 

Regarding dependent claim 18, Bronson does not teach the apparatus comprising a 
multimedia server and the search engine receiving the search request from a client computer via 
a network However, Kenner et al. teach receiving the request from a client over the World Wide 
Web as noted above regarding claim 4. Kenner et al. also teach a web server equivalent to a 
multimedia server as noted above regarding claim 14. Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art 
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would have recognized that receiving the request over the Web from a multimedia web server 
would have allowed more users to access potentially useful and interesting multimedia data. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement a 
multimedia server and the search engine receiving the search request from a client computer via 
a network 

Regarding dependent claim 19, Bronson teaches the use of indices (Bronson, col. 3, 
lines 13-14), but does not teach a multimedia server and the search engine determining whether 
any of the multimedia data streams satisfying the search criteria by forwarding the search 
criteria to an index server. However, Kenner et al. teach an index manager connected to a 
network for receiving requests. (Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 35-40, Fig. 4.) Moreover, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have the index server receive requests 
from a media server via the World Wide Web for the reasons given above with respect to claim 
10. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement a 
multimedia server and the search engine determining whether any of the multimedia data streams 
satisfying the search criteria by forwarding the search criteria to an index server. 

Regarding dependent claim 20, Bronson does not teach the apparatus comprising a 
client computer and the search engine receiving a search request from a user of the client 
computer, although Bronson does teach a user initiating a search request from a computer as 
noted above regarding claim 16. Further, Kenner et al. teach the search engine receiving the 
request from a client computer over the World Wide Web as noted above regarding claim 4. 
Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that receiving the request over 
the Web would have allowed more users to access potentially useful and interesting multimedia 
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data. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the 
apparatus comprising a client computer and the search engine receiving a search request from a 
user of the client computer. 

Regarding independent claim 28, Bronson teaches identifying a set of search criteria to 
be compared to data of a streaming media presentation. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 23-42.) 

Further, Bronson teach receiving an indication of whether the search criteria match any 
portion of the streaming media presentation inasmuch as Bronson teaches the user determining 
when and if certain words appear in the presentation. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 29-33.) 

Further, Bronson does not teach transmitting the set of search criteria to a server. 
However, Kenner et al. teach allowing users to request video clips from World Wide Web Sites 
which inherently would have required transmitting search criteria to a server. (Kenner et al., col. 
5, lines 39-41 .) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that allowing 
users to transmit search criteria to servers on the World Wide Web would have the benefit of 
making available to users a rich set of multimedia content. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement transmitting the set of search criteria to a 
server. 

Regarding dependent claim 30, Bronson teaches the use of indices (Bronson, col. 3, 
lines 13-14), but does not teach transmitting search criteria to an index server. However, Kenner 
et al. teach an index manager connected to a network for receiving requests. (Kenner et al., col. 
20, lines 35-40, Fig. 4.) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
have the index server receive requests from a media server via the World Wide Web for the 
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reasons given above with respect to claim 10. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to transmit search criteria to an index server. 

Regarding dependent claim 31, Bronson does not explicitly teach storing the media data 
stream locally. However, Kenner et al. teach locating requested video clips and downloading 
them to a user's terminal (Kenner et aL, col. 7, lines 25-30), which could be a client computer, 
(Kenner et al, col. 8, lines 14-16.) Moreover, Kenner et al. would have provided motivation to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to implement this step inasmuch as they teach the need to avoid 
delays in transmitting and viewing streaming video data. (Kenner et al., col. 2, lines 23-42.) 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the 
limitations recited in claim 3 1 . 

Regarding dependent claim 32, Bronson teaches one or more computer-readable 
memories containing a computer program executable by a processor to perform the recited 
method. (Bronson, Fig. 1; col. 2, lines 25-30.) 

9. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bronson in view 
of U.S. Patent Number 5,953,506 to Kalra et al., issued September 14, 1999, filed December 17, 
1996, cited in the Information Disclosure Statement filed on August 30, 2001 . 

Bronson does not explicitly teach the multimedia presentation comprising a composite 
media stream including a plurality of individual media streams. However, Kalra et al. teach use 
of composite streams and that they provide the benefit of tailoring the stream to the computer 
that is to receive it. (Kalra et al., col. 2, lines 30-50.) Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have the multimedia presentation comprise a composite media 
stream including a plurality of individual media streams. 
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1 0. Claims 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Bronson in 
view of U.S. Patent Number 5,973,679 to Abbott et al., issued October 26, 1999, filed March 31, 
1997. 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Bronson does not explicitly teach seeking to the temporal 
location and streaming the media presentation to a client based on the temporal location. 
However, Abbott et al. teach determining the position of data at a specified time T so that the 
data can be delivered to a client. (Abbott et al., col. 2, lines 20-22, 47-49.) Moreover, Abbott et 
al. teach the benefit of giving the viewer control over the content he or she is viewing. (Abbott 
et al., col. 3, lines 45-52.) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to seek to the temporal location and stream the media presentation to a client based on the 
temporal location. 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Bronson does not explicitly teach streaming the media 
presentation to the client beginning at the temporal location. However, Abbott et al. teach 
delivery of program material beginning at the specified time T. (Abbott et al., col. 2, lines 12- 
15.) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that in order for a user to 
be certain to receive all of the data in which they were interested that delivery should begin at the 
start of the temporal location relevant to the user's interest. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to stream the media presentation to the client beginning 
at the temporal location. 

1 1 . Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Bronson. 

Bronson teaches determining whether any of the multimedia data streams satisfy the 
search criteria by comparing, for each of the multimedia data streams, the search criteria to index 
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data for the multimedia data stream inasmuch as Bronson teach comparing word data to an index 
and searching an audio stream (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-29) and also teaches indexing and 
searching patterns in a video stream. (Bronson, col. 4, lines 6-9.) Bronson des not teach that the 
comparison occurs directly against the data of the multimedia data streams. However, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the ability to make such a comparison would 
have been desirable in instances where an index was lacking. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to determine whether any of the multimedia data 
streams satisfy the search criteria by comparing, for each of the multimedia data streams, the 
search criteria to data for the multimedia data stream 

12. Claims 23 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bronson in view of Kenner et al. and Abbott. 

Regarding dependent claim 23, Bronson teaches an apparatus comprising a streaming 
component to manage streaming of the multimedia data streams (Bronson, Fig. 1, block 14) but 
does not teach that the streaming is to a client computer. However, Kenner et al. teach such a 
component in the context of a client-server environment inasmuch as they teach a web server 
functioning as a media server streaming multimedia data to client computers. (Kenner et al, col. 
20, lines 35-40, Fig. 4.) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized would 
have recognized the advantages of streaming data to client computers as discussed above 
regarding claim 4. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have a streaming component to manage streaming of the multimedia data streams to as client 
computer. 
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Further, Bronson teaches the search engine identifying a temporal location of the 
multimedia data streams that satisfies the search criteria and forward the temporal location to the 
streaming component. (Bronson, col. 3, lines 26-29; col. 3, lines 43-48: "A convenient 
enhancement for this simple system is to provide control of the record/playback deck 14 to the 
user via the microcomputer 30 and to provide display of the audio-video data on the monitor 16. 
In this way, the user would have instantaneous convenient access to the data indicated by the 
index search.") 

Further, Bronson does not explicitly teach streaming the multimedia data stream at a 
beginning temporal location based on the identified temporal location. However, Abbott et al. 
teach delivery of program material beginning at the specified time T. (Abbott et al., col. 2, lines 
12-15.) Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that in order for a user 
to be certain to receive all of the data in which they were interested that delivery should begin at 
the start of the temporal location relevant to the user's interest. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to stream the multimedia data stream at a beginning 
temporal location based on the identified temporal location. 

Regarding dependent claim 29, Bronson does not explicitly teach receiving the 
streaming media presentation to the client beginning at temporal location corresponding to a 
temporal location matching the search criteria. However, Abbott et al. teach delivery of program 
material beginning at the specified time T. (Abbott et al., col. 2, lines 12-15.) Moreover, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that in order for a user to be certain to receive all 
of the data in which they were interested that delivery should begin at the start of the temporal 
location relevant to the user's interest. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 



Application/Control Number: 09/465,530 Page 1 6 

Art Unit: 2176 

skill in the art to implement receiving the streaming media presentation to the client beginning at 
temporal location corresponding to a temporal location matching the search criteria. 

13. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kenner et al. in 
view of Abbott et al. 

Kenner et al. do not teach the client computer comprising a demultiplexer to separate the 
streaming data into individual media streams and a data saver to save the individual media 
streams at the client computer. However, Abbott et al. suggest such a limitation by teaching that 
the separate streaming of audio and video advantageously allows video to be played with 
different audio tracks without having to modify any files, (Abbott et al, col. 5, lines 29-46.) 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement a 
demultiplexer to separate the streaming data into individual media streams and a data saver to 
save the individual media streams at the client computer. 

14. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kenner et al. in 
view of Kalra etal.. 

Bronson does not explicitly teach receiving the plurality of media streams as a composite 
media stream. However, Kalra et al. teach use of composite streams and that they provide the 
benefit of tailoring the stream to the computer that is to receive it. (Kalra et al., col. 2, lines 30- 
50.) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
receiving the plurality of media streams as a composite media stream. 

15. Claims 35-37 and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kenner et al. in view of Eric Ladd et al., Using HTML 4, XML, and Java L2 (Que: December 
1998), page 690. 
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Regarding dependent claim 35, Kenner et al. teach receiving, from the multimedia 
server, an original markup document referencing the plurality of media streams stored at the 
multi media server as discussed above regarding claim 33. 

Further, Kenner et al. do not explicitly teach modifying the original markup document to 
reference the plurality of locally stored media streams rather than the media streams stored at the 
multimedia server. However, Ladd et al. teach on page 690 that most web browsers keep a local 
copy of web documents in a browser cache to reduce network traffic. This would have 
suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art that if a local copy of a media stream was available it 
would have been advantageous to have that stream, as opposed to a remote stream, accessed 
when a link was selected in a markup language document. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement modifying the original markup document 
to reference the plurality of locally stored media streams rather than the media streams stored at 
the multimedia server. 

Regarding dependent claim 36, Kenner et al. teach receiving a search request with 
search criteria inasmuch as they teach locating requested video clips and downloading them to a 
user's terminal. (Kenner et al., col. 7, lines 25-30.) 

Further, Kenner et al. do not teach accessing the locally stored plurality of media streams 
to determine whether the search criteria is satisfied by a portion of the plurality of media streams. 
However, Ladd et al. teach on page 690 a browser checking a local cache before fetching 
documents from a server and that this produces the benefit of not overburdening a network. This 
would have suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art that checking the local cache to see if 
search criteria were satisfied would produce this advantage. Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement accessing the locally stored plurality of 
media streams to determine whether the search criteria is satisfied by a portion of the plurality of 
media streams. 

Regarding dependent claim 37, Kenner et al. teach receiving a plurality of index files 
corresponding to the plurality of media streams. (Kenner et al., col. 9, lines 3-6.) 

Further, Kenner et al. do not teach storing the plurality of index files locally. However, 
Ladd et al. teach on page 690 a browser checking a local cache before fetching documents from a 
server and that this produces the benefit of not overburdening a network. This would have 
suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art that this advantage could be obtained by storing 
index files locally, and therefore the recited claim limitation would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

Regarding independent claim 39, Kenner et al. teach receiving a markup language 
document from a multimedia server that references a plurality of multimedia data streams at one 
or more remote media servers identifying how the plurality of media streams are to be presented 
at a client computer inasmuch as Kenner et al. teach displaying to the user a list of available 
videos (Kenner et al, col. 1 8, lines 44-45), and further teach that the list may be in HTML. 
(Kenner et al., col. 20, lines 22-23; col. 21, lines 23-25; col. 23, lines 32-33.) 

Further, Kenner et al. teach receiving a plurality of media streams as streaming data from 
a multimedia server. (Kenner et al., col. 18, lines 51-53.) 

Further, Kenner et al. teach storing the plurality of media streams locally at the client 
computer inasmuch as they teach locating requested video clips and downloading them to a 
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user's terminal (Kenner et al., col. 7, lines 25-30), which could be a client computer, (Kenner et 
al., col. 8, lines 14-16.) 

Further, Kenner et al. do not explicitly teach modifying the original markup document to 
reference the plurality of locally stored media streams rather than the plurality of remotely stored 
media streams. However, Ladd et al. teach on page 690 that most web browsers keep a local 
copy of web documents in a browser cache to reduce network traffic. This would have 
suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art that if a local copy of a media stream was available it 
would have been advantageous to have that stream, as opposed to a remote stream, accessed 
when a link was selected in a markup language document. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement modifying the original markup document 
to reference the plurality of locally stored media streams rather than the media streams stored at 
the multimedia server. 

Further, Kenner et al. do not teach storing the modified markup document. However, 
Ladd et al. teach on page 690 a browser cache in which documents are stored locally for more 
efficient later retrieval. This would have suggested storing the modified markup document to 
one of ordinary skill in the art. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to implement this claim limitation. 

Regarding dependent claim 40, Further, Kenner et al. do not teach using the modified 
markup document to present the plurality of locally stored media streams at the client computer. 
However, Ladd et al. teach on page 690 that most web browsers keep a local copy of web 
documents in a browser cache to reduce network traffic. This would have suggested to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that if a local copy of a media stream was available it would have been 
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advantageous to have that stream, as opposed to a remote stream, accessed when a link was 
selected in a markup language document. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement using the modified markup document to present the 
plurality of locally stored media streams at the client computer. 

Regarding dependent claim 41, Kenner et al. do not teach combining the plurality of 
locally stored multimedia data streams and the modified markup document into a common 
location. However, Ladd et al.'s teaching, discussed above regarding claim 39, that using a 
cache has the benefit of reducing strain on a network, would have suggested this step to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, and therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to implement the recited limitation. 

16. Claims 42-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kenner et 
al. in view of Bronson. 

Regarding dependent claim 42, Kenner et al. do not teach receiving a plurality of index 
files corresponding to the plurality of multimedia data streams. However, Bronson teaches 
receiving index files for both audio (Bronson, col. 3, lines 23-25) and video (Bronson, col. 4, 
lines 24-26). Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that different 
kinds of data streams would have required different index files. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement receiving a plurality of index files 
corresponding to the plurality of multimedia data streams. 

Further, Kenner et al. do not teach storing the plurality of index files locally at the client 
computer. However, Ladd et al. teach on page 690 a browser checking a local cache before 
fetching documents from a server and that this produces the benefit of not overburdening a 
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network. This would have suggested to one of ordinary skill in the art that this advantage could 
be obtained by storing index files locally at the client computer, and therefore the recited claim 
limitation would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Regarding dependent claim 43, Kenner et al. teach receiving a search request from a 
user inasmuch as they teach locating requested video clips and downloading them to a user's 
terminal. (Kenner et al., col. 7, lines 25-30.) 

Further, Kenner et al. teach checking index files to determine whether any portion of 
stored multimedia data streams correspond to the search request as noted above regarding claim 
25, but Kenner et al. do not teach that the index files and the multimedia data streams are stored 
locally. However, local storage of index files and the multimedia data streams would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for the reasons discussed above regarding claims 42 
and 39 respectively. 

Further, Kenner et al. teach indicating to the user whether any portion of stored 
multimedia data streams correspond to the search request (Kenner et al., col. 16, lines 17-37), 
although Kenner et al. do not teach that the multimedia data streams are locally stored. 
However, local storage of index files and the multimedia data streams would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art for the reasons discussed above regarding claim and 39. 

Conclusion 

1 7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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